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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the above-identified application in view of the 
foregoing amendments and following remarks is respectfully requested. 

A. Formal Matters 

The Office Action rejected claims 11-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 because the 
claimed invention is allegedly directed to non-statutory subject matter. [08/07/07 Office Action 
at 2]. The preamble of Claim 1 1 is amended to recite, among other things, a "storage medium 
for storing a computer program". Claims 12-15 each depend on claim 1 1 and are amended to 
conform. Applicant respectfully asserts that the § 101 rejection is now moot and request its 
withdrawal. 

B. Status Of The Claims And Explanation Of Amendments 

Claims 1-20 are pending. Claims 1-2, 4-7, and 1 1-20 are amended. 
Claim 1 is amended to recite: 

1. A method of judging coincidence of addresses comprising: 

a first acquisition step of acquiring a host address of an 
apparatus connected to a first network before the apparatus is 
connected to a second network; 

a second acquisition step of acquiring owner information of 
the apparatus; 

a third acquisition step of acquiring a network address of 
the second network in accordance with the owner information 
acquired at the second acquisition step; 

a fourth acquisition step of acquiring a host address and a 
network address of a sending side of a signal from the apparatus 
connected to the second network; and 

a judgment step of judging whether or not the host address 
acquired in said first acquisition step and the network address 
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acquired in said third acquisition step coincide with the host 
address and the network address acquired in said fourth acquisition 
step. 

Independent claims 6, 1 1, 16 and 20 are amended similarly. Dependent claims 2, 
4, 5, 12-15, and 17-19 are amended to conform. Support for the amendments can be found 
throughout the specification as originally filed, e.g., including Figure 1 and its associated text. 

The Office Action rejected claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
allegedly anticipated by Satoh et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,065,064 ("Satoh"). [08/07/07 Office 
Action at 3]. Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections for the reasons set forth below. 

C. Claims 1-20 are Patentably Distinct from Satoh 

The rejections of claims 1-20 are respectfully traversed. As explained more fully 
below, the requirements for such rejections are not met since Satoh fails to recite, i.e., the first 
acquisition step of acquiring a host address and the second acquisition step of acquiring owner 
information, as set forth in claim 1 . 

Satoh is directed to an inter-network connecting device disposed between plural 
networks and has a function of connecting these networks to each other at a specific protocol 
layer, and which is used for transmitting a message including its destination address data from a 
sender to its destination which are in different networks. [Satoh 1 :7-12]. 

The Office Action directs applicant to column 3 of Satoh and contends that the 
address masking used in Satoh to extract various address components such as a network 
addresses and the like corresponds to the first acquisition step recited in claim 1 . [08/07/07 
Office Action at 3]. In column 3, Satoh describes the address masking performed by an IP router 
disposed between plural networks. However, nowhere in Column 3 does Satoh recite the 
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acquisition of "a host address of an apparatus connected to a first network before the apparatus is 
connected to a second network" as recited in the first acquisition step of Applicant's claim 1. 
Moreover, Satoh does not disclose the second acquisition step of Applicant's claim 1, namely, 
"acquiring owner information of the apparatus". 

Therefore, the inter-networking connecting device in Satoh does not disclose the 
first and second acquisition steps recited in Applicant's claim 1. Accordingly, claim 1 is 
respectfully submitted to be in condition for allowance for at least the reasons set forth above. 
For at least similar reasons, independent claims 6, 1 1, 16, and 20 are also distinct from Satoh, 
and are submitted to be in condition for allowance. 

Applicants have not specifically addressed the rejections of the dependent claims 
2-5, 7-10, 12-15 and 17-19, because Applicants believe that independent claims 15, 20, 26 and 
31, from which they depend, are in condition for allowance as set forth above. Accordingly, the 
dependent claims are also believed in condition for allowance. Applicants, however, reserve the 
right to address such rejections of the dependent claims in the future as appropriate. 
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For the above-stated reasons, this application is respectfully asserted to be in 



condition for allowance. An early and favorable examination on the merits is requested. In the 
event that a telephone conference would facilitate the examination of this application in any way, 
the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the number provided. 



THE COMMISSIONER IS HEREBY AUTHORIZED TO CHARGE ANY ADDITIONAL 
FEES WHICH MAY BE REQUIRED FOR THE TIMELY CONSIDERATION OF THIS 
AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16 AND 1.17, OR CREDIT ANY OVERPAYMENT 
TO DEPOSIT ACCOUNT NO. 13-4500. ORDER NO. 1232-5170 . 



Correspondence Address : 
MORGAN & FINNEGAN, L.L.P. 
3 World Financial Center 
New York, NY 10281-2101 
(212)415-8700 Telephone 
(212)415-8701 Facsimile 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 
MORGAN & FINNEGAN, L.L.P. 



Dated: November 7. 2007 
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